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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This action is responsive to the amendment filed on February 5 5 2007. 

2. Claims 1, 4-7, 10-15 are currently pending. Claims 1 and 7 are independent claims. 

3. Claims 1-4 and 7-10 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by Abe have 
been withdrawn pursuant to applicant's amendment. Claims 5, 6, and 11-13, objected to as being 
improper because the claims were dependent upon multiple dependent claims have been 
removed pursuant to applicant's amendment. The first office action, mailed 10/5/2006, failed to 
reject claims 5, 6, and 1 1-13, on the merits. Therefore, this office action is being made non-final. 

Claim Objections 

4. Claims 14 and 15 are objected to because of the following informalities: The claims 
recite the phrase 'based on the word order model by apply the statistical technique'. The 
examiner believes the claim should read as follows, 'based on the word order model by applying 
the statistical technique'. Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

5. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

6. Claims 5 and 11 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 
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In reference to dependent claims 5 and 11, the limitations seem to be directed toward word 
insertion, however, the removal of a word as a keyword is unclear to the Examiner as presently 
claimed within the limitation. The vexatious nature of the claim language provides the Examiner 
with a blurred idea of the invention when the dependent claim is read as a whole. An example of 
such language within the dependent claim is the phrase 'a word to be inserted, or then removing'. 
The words 4 or then 5 fail to accurately describe how the removal takes places within the 
dependent claim. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

7. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

8. Claims 1, 4-7, 10-15, are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Abe et aL, USPN 5,473,705 filed (3/9/1993). 

In reference to independent claim 1, Abe discloses: 

A text generation method for generation method for generating a text including a 
sentence (see Title and Abstract: Abe discloses a system and method that recognizes words and 
supplements omitted words to thereby generated a spoken language), comprising: 

an input step for inputting at least a word as a keyword (see Figs. 1, 2; col. 5 lines 9-12: 
Abe teaches inputting sign data keywords), 
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an extracting step for extracting, from a database, a text or a phrase related to the 
keyword (see col. 5 lines 13-18 and Figs. 4 and 5: Dependence relationships are analyzed and 
extracted using the analysis table, word dictionary, analysis stack area, and case dictionary), and 

a text generation step for generating an optimum text based on the input keyword by 
combining the extracted text or phrase (see col. 5 lines 19-26 and Fig. 6: The optimum estimated 
omitted words supplement the keywords to generate a complete sentence. 

The reference to Abe discloses a program for recognizing a train of words from the input 
sign data, a program for analyzing dependency relationship between words (compare to 
"morphologically analyzing and parsing the extracted text to obtain a dependency structure of 
the text"), and a program for supplementing omitted words in and between words having the 
dependency relation to generate a sentence. Furthermore, the depended word and dependence 
relationship of each matched word are analyzed and entered in the dependent word field and 
dependence relationship field of the analysis table. See column 3, lines 45-67; column 7, 10-67; 
column 8, lines 1-67. Finally, the reference Abe discloses in the course of generating the 
dependency structure containing the keyword in the text generation step, determining the 
probability of dependency of the entire text using a dependency model, wherein generating a text 
having a maximum probability as an optimum text (see col. 7 lines 65-67 et seq. : The most 
probable dependence relationship of a plurality of candidates is the optimum text). The reference 
fails to explicitly state text having 'maximum probability', however, the reference does mention 
the use of rules and a way to calculate the best expression or text. It would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to have utilized the well- 
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known dependency analysis and analysis rules taught by Abe and provided this analysis and 
ultimately producing a probability of optimum text based upon words input to the processor. 
In reference to dependent claim 4, Abe discloses wherein in the middle of or after the 
generation of the dependency structure in the text generation step, generating an optimum text 
having a natural word order based on a word order model (see col. 7 line 29 through col. 9 line 
11). 

In reference to dependent claim 5, Abe teaches: 

Programs include a program for recognizing a train a words from the input sign data, a 
program for analyzing dependency relationship between words, and a program for 
supplementing omitted words in and between words having the dependency relation to generate 
a sentence. See column 3, lines 43-55; column 7, lines 10-56. 
In reference to dependent claim 6, Abe teaches: 

If the dependence relationship is ambiguous and cannot be analyzed definitely, the most 
probable one may be selected or a plurality of candidates may be used at the later processes. The 
entries on the analysis stack area whose dependence relationship have been determined, are 
cleared with only the verb being left uncleared, the remaining words of the train are set on the 
analysis stack to further continue the dependence analysis. See column 8, lines 1-45. 
In reference to independent claim 7 incorporates substantially similar subject matter as 
independent claim 1, and is rejected along the same rationale. 

In reference to dependent claim 10, 11, 12, 13, and 15, incorporates substantially similar 
subject matter as claim 4, 5, 6, and 14. Therefore, the claims are rejected along the same 
rationale. 
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In reference to dependent claim 14, Abe teaches: 

Abe discloses wherein in the middle of or after the generation of the dependency 
structure in the text generation step, generating an optimum text having a natural word order 
based on a word order model (see col. 7 line 29 through col. 9 line 1 1). 

Response to Arguments 

9. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1, 4-7, and 10-15, have been considered but 
are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Conclusion 

10. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Matthew J. Ludwig whose telephone number is 571-272-4127. 
The examiner can normally be reached on 9:00am-6:00pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen Hong can be reached on 571-272-4124. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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